C oy ’ . _
' : DOCUMENT RESUME . . \ ‘
ED 124 598. ’ ...TH 005 358 .' 5 )
. ) , P :
AUTHOR Nairus, John,P. .- . N
TITLE . & Practitiorer's View: Evaluating the Evaluation of "~ .
"ESEA Title I.¢ - e ; O
PUB DATE [Apr 76] ' : .
NOTFE 16p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the ' -
American Educational Research Association (60th,  san S
? , Francisco, Califorria, April 19-23, 1976) '
EDRS PPICE MF-$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage. ) :
DESCRIPTORS *Compensatory Education Programs; Disadvantaged
Youth; Elementary Secondary Education; Evaluation; N
Evgluation Methods; Federal Legislatioh; Federal '
Progranms; Guidelinesr'Program ffectiveness; *Program
Evalpation o é//’B o . -
IDENTIFIEPS *Elementary Secondary Educhtion Act Title I ESEA - .-
o , Title I ° ‘ Lo - T
ABSTRACT ° , 3 ‘ . S T
. N The original requirement for evaluation in Titde I of"

“he Elementary ard Secondary Fducation Act of 1965 was unprecedented.
However, thg¢ wording ‘and intent of the requirement was purposely- laft
vague becauge of the conflict between the schoolman's concern ove
federal in;erfereﬁce and Conyress' demands for feedback that coul

lead to efficient spending of the funds. Evaluation can .be a useful
managément tool for the practitioner.of Title I .because-it explains
‘whether objectives ate actually being nmet and because it gives needed .
data or whether to continue, modify, or terminate a project. Such ..
corsiderations must be balanced with educators! +tendencies to )
maintain th= status quo. Some recommended characteristics of . .
‘evalwation reports should be: accentuate the ‘Positive-in reporting .
rgsults; use of layman's language, .especially-in a summary section; . ’
regvaluate essentials every year and nonessentials.sporddically; be

.sure tha* ‘each evaluation reports on some common strand of N
effectiveness, such.as pupil achievement in reading and mathematics;

and use longitudinal studies for information purposes only, not to AN
avaluate the overall effectiveness of Title I. Finally, the S
evaluation should not be able to determine which services any child

is to.receive. ' (Authof/RC) .

~

i

\ Con . : .
. N ’\\ - . .

*******************M}*f**i*************************************#*******

' Documents acqu&red by EREC include many informal unpublished *

wmaterials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort o,

to obtgin’the best copy available. Nevertheless, items:of marginal

reprodpcibiljty are of ten_encountered and ‘this affects the quality

of the mierofiché'angéggjdcqpy,reproductions ERIC makes available

via the ERIC DoGgument Reproduction.Service (EDRS). EDRS is not - L

responSible for the quali*ty of the original document. Reproductions *

supplied by EDPS are the best that car be made from thé original. *
ko ok koo ok ook S ok ok ok K ek Kok ok Sk ook Stk ok ok ok ok ook KKK Rk KRRk K ok kokok koo Kokk kKK

R )

~
s
.

< - >

? : .

\




.,
.
-

A PRACTITIONER'S V%E‘!: . . .
EVALUATING THE EVALU.’?I N OF ESEA TITLET .~

] ' _ -

.- : . ) - By - S .

S = . _ ) John P. Najrus
. : Directing Suservisor.
. Compensatory Education JPrearams
- C1eve]and Put;uo Schools
<. Lo - ' - Sessjon lio. 23.13 N S

. } . . . ae \

.
N

usoevnrmrneum } T r . . . .,

EDUCATION & WELFARE - -
v . .
: ’

NATIONAC INSTITUTE OF N . N
“ EDUCATION . T .
%15 DOCUMENT was BEEN REPRO. , . .
OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM . . -
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN: .
ATING 1T PHINTS OF VIEW QR OPINIONS . s
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE. ., . . - A
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF -
EOUCATION Po\s' TION O/ POL(Y 7 u ; . R .
T 7, .
| ’ !
. . |
w . * . 3 4 \ - A .
P £ B - l
Lo 3 : \ i
m IR . ! ’ - ' %
.o / ‘ ‘ . “Paper Présented at )
OB Annua] Meetmq of the American Educatmna] Research Assoc1at1on‘
) ' o San Franciscé, California
. . - ) 'Friday, Aprﬂ 23, 1975 C
- . . s . R
c ) « . \ ‘ .

r
-

Mo

—=
—e

@

. B

A ruiText provided by Eric
N v

P




s A PRACTITIONER'S VIEW:

\ [P ——

EVALUATING THE EVALUATION OF FSEA‘%ITLE I

Historical Perspective

-

" The expenditure of the funds authorized by Title I of the Elementary
j and Secondary Education Act of 1965 has now proceeded for a decade The
A author1z1ng 1eg1slat1on for these expend1tures Mas unique in.the h1story of
. . “

educat1on in oUr nation. Never before,had Congress authorized such large
P ‘ b

sums for e]ementary and<gecondary education; never before had anyone

i*

author12ed b1111on§ -of do1]ars for the educat1on of the poor; neyer before
"had such restr1ct1ons been placed on the expend1ture of funds for educat1on ‘

by the federal govqrnment ’

1

Some members of Congress had grave reservatlons about allowing educators
Uk : any type’ of d1scret1on in spend1nq funds for the poor . Some felt that educa-
t1on of the poor was a ‘low priority among many educators and that they wou]d

divert the funds to other uses. Robert Kennedy probably more than anyone

~ o s - -

e]se, wanted to assure that such mass1ve funds were 1n fact used to develop ® :.

-—
A

special and suecessfu1 . Programs for the d1sadvantaged ~As a result, he de- f .U

- ot

' . _,‘manded some type of feedback wh1ch would - prov1de both 1eg1slators and parents
- . w1th the 1nformat1on they needed to assure that T1t]e I do]]ars were belng %

LY

used to help poor ch11dren Mr Kennedy fe]t that the reports produced wou]d
. i

1ead to improved local management pract1ces and to bexter opportun1t1es for t

" eff1c1ent -federal d1rect1on to education. : , - \ a

-

. _ The E]ementary and Secondary- Educat1on Act\of 1965 represented the f1rs€\
- . ‘.‘:

7 - ©o maJor p1ece of federal ]egzs\atwon concern1ng educat1on that mandated eva]u- .

at1on The eva]ua§1on requ1rcmert of thrs act was unprecedented The.funds .

»

* *'*
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.~ expectation that 5oca4édastr1cts could-adjust and reform the1r1@;act1ces in

. -~ ’ » . -t N
. . ,{'};‘N.‘d ‘ ; ,
were des1gned to Meet the gpec1a1 educ%tlonal needs of educat1ona1]y dlsad-

[ ————

vantaged children, and 1? was fe]t that the eva]uat1on requirements woyld
- T

proV1?e up-to-date 1nfo ation about the outcomes of Title I efforts with, the

i

educat1ng poor ch1]dre In add1t1on, it was expected that the resu1t1ng

influx of* well- orqan1zed 1/%§rmat1on would lead to eff1c1ent federa] manage-

ment of education programs. The key concept was that the availability of

4 . P

4 !
eva]uat1on reports woqu 1ead to hange and. reform in current practices.

Such was the dream ” . ) ‘ RN

4

. But from-the beginning the hooes for evaluation ran into oppositioh

Both Tocal and state educators feared federa] interference in what was con-

‘sidered a State r1ght They were~apprehens1ve that Tt would allow.compar-

-isons between local 5choo1 d1str}cts that viere unequa] in the resources

~

already available to them.. They reasoned that-evaluation practices would be -

. “ N e - . .
costly and that _the measures td' be used, especiaT]} achievement scores, were
Iy

1nappropr1ate in that they meaSured on]y arte aspect of the learning s1tuat1on,

As a resu]t of the conf11ct between the schoo]men S concerns and Robert -

Kennedy s demands the wordlng ‘and the 1ntent of the requ1renent for eva]u-

ation was purpose]y ]eft vague when ESEA was f1na1]y wr1tten

~

The national evaTuat1ons that haVe rgsu]ted have fa11ed to mest the -

S L)

expectat1ons of the ear]y theor1ets and have to a.great.deqrce,on the na- -

~ - N ¢

tionak scene, failed to measure up to the needs of federal o.ogram off1c3als L
Both USOE off1c1a1s and national eva1uators have been uraole&io\\the past
decade to, Droduce eva?uat1ons that are 1nd1cat1ve of **»a progress or lac

it that has been made by Educat1ona11y d1sadvantarc oup1ls as a resu]t of

. . . ‘ \‘\ - - .
.' - } . > , ' - T !




) the expenditure of ESEA Title I funds.

Evaluation At The Local Level

~

ESEA Title I as it was originally conceived and as it continues to oper-
ate today has its operational authority and base in the thousands of local
educationa] agencies of our nation. Needs assessments are done locally, pno-

*

grams are formulated 1oca11y, and it follows that evaluation designs are. 10-

cally devised and executod It s this situs at the local level wh1ch has

i

been one’ of the main reasons for the failure of natioral efforts to evaluate

the oyer-a]] effect of T1t1e»I. However, even at the local level there have

been certain problems. )

3

Origina]]j, lTocal districts had no incentives to collect or report data; ,
and’ off1c1als at the federal ]eve] had d1ffﬁcu1ty in mandating ‘that it be done. f\

In addition, 1oca1 d1str1cts tended to be defens1ve about their achievement '

scores and about the 1ong term effects of T1t1e I projects on pup1ls Educa-

t1ona1 policy-makers displayed a basic res1stance to any type of assessment and-
qshowed indifference and disinterest in any eva]uat1ons that were done. Finally,

ﬂ]oca] districts each set up d1fferent goals and objectives. and different treat-

- - . ‘ments, and it became difficult- to, prescribe all- encompass1ng ob3ect1vegkand

-, - strateq1es that were capable of prec1se measurement. In sp1te of theoe restr1c-

[RN

tions and prob]ems many locaT dlstchts méde and cont1nue to make honest efforts

-
-~ B

to ava]uate T1t1e I projects in their schoo] d1§tr1cts..- - ‘ ~ N -
A The Needs Of The Present i}t o '
\ .
\ a However; the fack‘rgmafni that 1egis]ato>¥, educators, and the cornunity , -

~at large want to know what has been done with fifteen billion dollars in the
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last decade. It is ihdefensible to allow billions of dollars to disappear
into the nation's educational system without a trace. It is the responsibilf
ity of the evaluation community of offer answers as to Qhat has'%een done
wit% these funds over the years and to develop systems that can coordinatel
"the myriad of results that TjtTe I‘fupds have produced. It is a concurrent

*

‘.
responsibility of local federal program directors to understand-the neces-

sity for some type of consistenci/ih evaluation and cooperate in its develop-
ment. Eva]pation as a process €ontinues to grow in importaﬁce es more and
more attention must be d1rected at assess1ng and -« 1mprov1no results.

My pract1ca1 experience with the evdluation of ESEA Title I has been in
the Cleveland Public, School systen. I have become convinted that over the.
years evaluation of Title I 1n C]eve]and has shown marPed 1mprovement and
has become soph1st1cated to the po1nt where the annual reports represent
superﬁor work. The comments and recommendat1ons which follow are based on
var1ous aspects of the eva]uat1ons Wh1ch I receive annually. Pract1ea]1y
all these items are already an integral part of Cleveland's evaluation

reports of Title I.

L]

Evaluation As A Management Tool .

' JMy own views epd perspectives'of,eva1uation have changed in the nine
years tgpt I Q@Ve'porked with ESEA T1t1e11 and with other s}pc'a] compen-
satory fqus Originally, evaluation mere]y gave*feedback onswhether
pqrtxcu]ar programs at the local 1eve\ were being 1mp1em nted as designed

~

\ and whether they were effect1ve in terms of the\reasors fon wh1ch they

were initiated. However, as time proqressed eva]u( " 1 came to serve a

AY
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a variety of functions, and became\g\ﬁseful managemen

™~
First of all, evaluation allowed me to ascertain whetherthe various

objectives of the project were being met. The viewpoint of a person 6ut§jde

\\\ .
the formal operation of .the project was given as to whether the process was

proceeﬁing\is‘originally concelved and whether this process led to predicted\

changes in the pupj]s'senved. Secondly, evaluation gave me results which
4, .

‘

could be hsed‘to justify either the continuation, the termination, or the
" redesign of particular projects. Where pupils achieved the objectives of
the project, especially in terms of achievement objectives which had been

set and in terms of the academic areas of reading and mathematics which

i

" continue to be high priority areas of school systems;  evaluation results

could be used to prove the efficacy o? the project and justify its contin:
netion< Where the reﬁults did not demonstrate successful accomp11shment of
ob3ect1ves, either retoo]1ng or d1scont1nuat1on of the prOJect could be
demanded through the use ofhobJectlve evidence Many of the original Title I
projects in Cleveland have béen d1scont1nued or modified because of the s
evaluations which were done. Some have been shifted to other funding
sources after moditication.' .

This usage of evaluation just described has fo]]owed some very spec:fic
procedures and gu1de11nes in the Cleveland system. \dnes a proaett 15 1n1t1alJy

written, it is qftentimes done by persons wha are not the eventual 1mp1e~ '

mentors of the project. It may be that the obJectlves and procedures are . .
found to be 1nappropos once the prOJect 1s 1n1t1ated The eva]uat1on will S

\ ' A
ugvally indicate a non-gtta1nment of certain objectives. 1 have found it best C

L]
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} at this paint to allow the operational oeople to formulate the objectives of
the project for the second year .of ooeration. In this way they can bear :
oore responsibi]ity for the’attaih@ent of the objectivés, and hot)he ab}e to,

state that the main reason for the fajlure to meet obJec€1ves was’ the1r

1nappropr1ateness to the actual setting in the f1rst place.

X

Therefore the f1rst eva]uat1on becomes a mon1toring deV1ce to ascerta1

.vd1ether the prOJect is on course. Even _though much can be.sdid about the
changes-that-occur 1n ‘pupils, 1 do not put too much we1qht on such. find1ngs
aften/only a year of operat1on I usua]]y turn to the second year and 1ts ) | i
evaulation as the proof of the pudd1ng. If the f1ndLngs do ‘not 1nd1cate : K
atta1nment of the obJect1ves that have been revised by the project people, i

it is at th1s oo1nt that 1 beg1n to quest1on the viability of the prOJect

.

At this point 1 can «demand retoo11ng If future eValuat1ons after the

L +

second year do not indicate attainment of prOJect ob3ect1vés, I-then have

LG

outside objective evidence to discontinue either_certain activities or the

~

project itself. o ] e

L]

\ ) :
| "In the case which I have_just described, evaluation is used as a - '

I

management tool to assist decision-making and to reallocate resources when

results indicate that*objectives -are not being met, .

r

But things do not alwabs work out inlsuch a utopian way. It 1s a
fa11acy to assume that if the truth is known it will ‘be acted upon., Inherent
congervatism' and a need t0'ma1nta1h the statUs quo are often move important

than the re5u1ts of an obJective analysis that shows a need for an ajterna- o

t1ve course of act1on- Educators reject rap1d chanoe that upse{s the status
quo_ desp1té‘1ts educat1ona1 va]ue. EvaTuat1on 1§ too often not used by thosd

v




for yhom it is intended because its results chai]engé current’practice

-

Eva]uat?ﬂh must therefore ‘balance the need to ma1nta1n‘the status quo with

the need for change or reform

»

Accentuate ﬁomething Positive ' ' . ‘

/o

'As a user of these eva]uation resu]ts I wou1d 1ike to make certain

observat1ons and recommendat1ons concer ng the eva]uation oﬁsT1t1e Ias I

4‘. ‘ - '
have seen it and as [ wpu]d ]1ke/to see it C T b

» -

When I was engaged 1n classroom teaqh1ng, I remember one of the pr1nc1-
paT§\gont1nuous]y rem1nd1ng us to say someth1ng good about the ch1ld” when-

ever we talked. to parents or wrote comments on repbrt gards. 'Th1s was sound

' adv1ce then and 1t is sound advice for eva1uators Qf today s projects.

v
¢ A

Eva]uat1dh that 1s in some way sunport1ve of schoo] system po]1cy is usua]]y
considered successfu] I have ‘to be11eve that peop]e who vork in spec1a]
proaects*do want to see the project succeed For th1s they shou]d see
something stated gos1t1ve]y about what they'have done, .even if the over- -all .

obJect1ves of the proaect are not met. Of a]] the nat1ona1 studies of ESEA

T1t1e I that have been dene in- the past decade, the ones wh1ch rece1ved the .-

most pub11c1ty were the American Inst1tute of . Research (AIR) stud1es, the1r.

ser1es was entitled "It Horks“ an//concentrated én a feéw successfu] compen-

satony prOJects They d1d not pubkgsh or cha]]enge what d1d not work -

a1tbough many knew that’ hundreds of . proyects were reJected because they” d1d'

not meet the stranqgnt cr1ter1a needed for 1nc4us1on in-the f1ﬁ§l repbrt

It may very wel] be -that: 1eg1s]ators seem'more concerned about'the~

d1str1but1on of T1t1e I funds than they are about the e?fects of the fund1ng,

-
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- but it must be remembered‘that Congress‘wants to be seen as ,wise and Judlcwous

~ - A «

and wants to see the success of ts 1n1t1at?ves toward T1t1e I; Congressmen ﬂ

.

we]come reports of successful” T1t1e I programs 1n the1r states or d1str1ct

they want to hear success stories. However, theyxhaVe not had too many .

-~

success stories to tell, . { am conv1nced that Title I has done some good but

. “that we have not done ough to ﬁccentuate the pos1t1ve. As a resu]t‘/qt

*has become more commonp1ace to say that "Title I i not work1ng "

]

-

Meed For Cons1stency In Report1nq Results

Some of the\data wh1ch 1s col]ected Should be ab]e to meet both local and

~national “needs for 1nformat1on concerning the* results of Title I. There is a

need‘for suchtcon51stency so that unified statements about the effects of

[}

T1t1e I can, be made By such methods 1nput can- be made to Conqress. ‘In &

1dent1fy1ng What k1nds of data shdﬂld be col1ected in order to wed the needs -

A common strand of effect1veness

eva]uat1on of a T1tTea1 project, Yduca ors d1ffer as to what‘const1tutes a

suc6e§sfu1 T1t1e 1 proJect“%but 1t gets wn_to & child' s‘ach1ev1ng some’

Je

proF1c1ency in basic sk11Ts that ¥ d1d no have prewiously At present

—

ethere are no un1fo//}y accepted cr1ter1a fo‘ determ1n1ng what const1tutes a’
: .

successfu] program though NCE S nbrma] cur§e\\‘u1valents -are now

be1ng proposed 3 - e "\ \_ ] . NN

.
\ . \ N

* The recent GAQ report on ESEA T1tJe\I 1nd1cated that the 0ff1ce of

A

Educat1on has not requ1red adequate Tnformat1on from states and 1oca1 schoo]
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- d1str1cts for measur1ng the natfona] 1mpact of Title I projects on 1mprov1ng
the ach1evement of pup1ls Xhe GAO 1nvest1gat1on found that 1oca1 evalua-
tions, Mh?ch aréwthe ba515 of state evaluations to USOE, generally lack

»

) unlform data nd have often been 1ncomp1ete . .
From my exper1ence, even local 1nformat1on seekers cont7nue to request

data in terms of the ach1eVement made by pupnls in the basic sk111s of reading -
" “and mathemat1cs Therefore, such data should be included 1ﬁ/any reports made '
about Title I 1 propose that achievement resu]ts in bas1c skills be the
common strand throughout eva]uat1on reports. Other data needed concern1ng
pup11 character1st1cs or the att1tudes of both pupils and parents can be
made as a supp]ement to this common data’ concern1ng reading and’ mathemat1cs
gains, Eva]uat1ons that neglect to include data concern1ng academic achieve-

ment usually fail to give federa] program directors the kind of concrete data .

thEJ need to defend T1t1e I expend1tures to a high]y Cr1t1ca] questioner.’

As mentﬁoned prev1ous]y, program d1rectors fear threaten1ng eva]uat1ons

,Jhey do want to improve programs or even replace them, but because of 1

"

pressures to cont1nue certatn entrenched programs; they want to b Ble to !

save. face in doing. so. In" this same ve1n, there is-also the fear that persons

b kN . ‘\ ﬂ

1n the commun1ty witl use any negative eva luatiomsto attack the schoo]s

N

Therefore, 1nformat1on wh1ch is not' ongrugrit w1th the self- 1nterests of the

’

system has a good chance of be1ng f nored or suppressed O

Ayt

,oa . - .
/ '

1

~ Layman's tanguage ' ) - L

- LY R
N ’ fo -~

Eva]uators shou]d cont1nuous]y bear 1n mind that cne of -the respons1b111t1es

\

1mposed on schoo] systems is d1ssem1nat1on of 1nfor1 .1on about the opcrat1on of

Il
'

k)
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Title I. Since the eva]uaf1on report 1tse1f is a major veh1c1e used in,

d1ssem1nat1on the information should’ be- presented 1n ways. that are simple

|

for the ,interested party to read and comprehend The 1angUage of the narra- -

tive should be in layman's language, it should also be comprehens1b1e to

- ’ ¥

parents who in their advisory cbhm1ttée roles have become a party to the

operation of Title I. It wou)d seent that the best yay‘to accdhpl1sh this

~

‘would be to have the eva]uat1on d1v1ded into both a techn1ca1 sect1on and a

‘ sunmary section., The techn1ca1 sect1onfcou1d be for those persons who want

,/
' -

in-depth information;- the summary section cou]d be Wr1tten in non- techn1cal

-~

language and couTd serve the purpose of e1ther the parént, or the person who

//

is looking for/a/general overview of the results b

) hiay
One of the original hopes of ESEA T1t1e I Was that prom1s1ng pract1ces

would be expanded .and rep]1cated elsewhere. However, it has now become
evident that a mult1p11c1ty of - 1nf1uences govern local d1str1ct policy, and

success in one place does not necessar11y guarantee success 1n another p1a¢e

l' ~

) It\must be understood that d1ssem1nat1on of 1nformat1on about successfu]

\ -~ 3,

practices does not ]ead to the1r adopt1on e]sewhere or. even to the1r expan-
sion in the same district. Neverthe]ess, such a consfderat1on should not

preclude thes local district hav1ng a formal system for d1sse$#ﬁit1ng 1nfor-

mation about its exemp]ary act1v1t1es to a1t those concerned P

N . - f -
v i . < .

4 ] v N . . 3
Frequency of Evaluations . ce L e

>

- “Another prob]em that I see is the viewpoint tﬁat particuﬁar'attivities,

’

must be eva]uated each and every year; much t1me and effort~

dup11cated every year in prepar1ng a new evaluation report As

K
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[

tbe eva1uat1ons of a projeéct in successive years, there seems to be. much .

5

dup11cat1on from one year to’ the next, Pé&haps it would be possible to

evaduate'objectiVes concerning gains in academiéfaghievement each year, and

I'd

do some of the supp]ementary items only every few years The AIR stud1es

did show that there are 1ncons1stenc1es from year to year in a part1cu1ar

Y

“project, but I have not found significant enouqh@ifferences to warrant a

}thorough evaiuation of all aspetts‘of a phoject‘eVery year. The one thing
. that I have found to be the single most important factor in making a project
. \ ;uccessfu] is people. 1 can a]nays remember .someone who said that there is

- %‘magic’in people and not’ in things. As long as the staff of a project remains
essent1a11y the same from 'one year to another, 3s Tong as at least two suc-
cessive eva]uat1ons have showyn positive resu]ts, and as long as. the objectives
and orocedures of a project remain the same EI do not see how the evaluation
would change too much in a year's time. As a result, annual extensive

} “~ evaluations of every aspect of a project would seem unnecessary.

Longitudinal Studies  °

)

Some evaluation' contain a éectiod on some type of Tongitudinal study
T A that has been done’ on some past part1c1pants in Title I prOJQ&ts I feel
‘that “many of these stud1es/are not well- founded are m1sunder°tood, and as a
resu]t should probab]y not be included in evaﬂuat1on reports. Let me‘hasten
to add that'I am‘we11-aware that the latest GAO report on th: operation of
~Tit]e I in'certain seﬂected states foond‘longitudinaT studies on former
Title I pupils to be ‘seriously lacking. I would favor such fongitudina]
studies only on_the ¢ondition that they are inforriv ! n seeking and are not

:

-

S 13
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used to evaluate the over~eii effeCtiVenee§'of Title I. The premise of(suth
studies wouid‘have to be that once é‘pupii has been treated in a Title I '
prOJect he should be ab]e to be placed back into ‘the mainstream and proceed
as a normal child w1thout further prob]ems §QCh a phenpmenon is not
expected of the medical pronSSion, and 1 do nét feel thet such p;prqpedure .
should be expected of the education profeseion. When.a patient goes‘tpte
physician with a strep throat and is given a prescription thatﬂc]eers up the
malady, it is not expected that the strep throat will not reoqtur,severai
months later or next year. Likewise, when a child with a readingﬁdeficiency
‘goes to a remedial reading teacher and receives prescriptive treatment, it
should not be expected that the problem will not reoceur in the future orice
the special’ treatment is stopped. The.author realizes that one situation ’ -
involves a physical conditioh whereéslthe.secohd situation invoiues an . ~
inte]iectuai condition, and that the comparison may be coneidered too
simplistic. Too often longitudinal studies are done w1th the hope that
Title I services to a pupil will cure his malady forgver.. - *V v
I firmly believe that such a cht]d wouia'have to receive‘continuing

support if he is to progress at a normal rate. Title I Seruice is designed‘
to allow the chilid to\glose the gap; itaj; not aiﬁed at changing his whole
Tearning pattern. . . o ' - ; :

" Usually the resuits of such longitudinal studies are negative, and . .

conclusions are reached that the treatment was not so good after all. I

personally feel that the RAD was incorrett in Tooking for Tongitudina}t results

A
1

on individual pupils and not differentiating between -closing the gap and
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changlng a 1earn1ng pattern Besides, expeneitdre of Title I funds on
]9ngitud1na1 studies of pupils no-longer in a Tit]e I project wqu]d be a
quest1onab1e TitTe I expense since these puow]s are no longer eligible ‘for h

Title 1 servﬁces or expend1tures

»
EY

Tail {lagging The: Doq?

v . ,
‘Lastlof all, I feel that we must be careful to assure that evalu®gion

does not become the proverbialtail that Qags the dog. Many times I have
foﬁnd that a barticu]ér operatiohal procedure is questionable because it
may contamlnate the eva]uatxon br\lead<to,a s1tuat1on‘where a pupil will
receive two treatments w1th the resu]t that the evaluation vill rot be ab]e
to d1st1nqu1sh what effect e1ther treatment had on the’ resu]fs -As a person
who is responsible for assyr1ng that pup1ls receive needed Services, Irfeel
that the pupil must be given ever} oppoﬁtﬁnity tqaobtain all such services,

‘even as the expense of. other things such as evalvation. Conflicts can arise ~

over such items as late eftry into a project, exclusion of a child from
' L)

" services so thet he may serve as part of a control group, or receipt of more

-~
than one trEatment I would recommend that when a cqpflict arises botween

serv1ce to a child and eva]uét1ng procedures, - that part1cu]ar child be

' exc]uded from the eva]uat1on for that project. If pecessary, the progress

of such childref can be included in a separate ‘section or 1n a grand

compos1te for the prOJect Eva]uat1on shou]d not be allnwed to be the main

reason why a particular service is given or not g1ven tv a ch11d
In,conc]usion,\l make a plea for unity., 4Ye muct cnntinue to emphas#ze.

that making proqress in the teaching of the basic < 111s of reading and
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mathematics is the re

sponsibility of evéryone associated with the operation *
t A

. \

of -ESEA Title I. Eve}y staff member. whether: an evaluator or a member of the

serwice staff, should«direct his efforts in this directiog: Everybne should

L d

" cooperate in "rowing* the canoe in the same-direction," i.e.,n_ the direction

PSS
N

of improved instructional services for pupils.
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